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Paul W. Schroeder began his academic work in the latter half of the 
1950s.　He is famous for his unique view of modern European history, which 
included the Vienna Settlement.　His ﬁrst book dealt with the Axis alliances 
and Japanese-American Relations.　Therein, he showed his distinguished 
expertise as a revisionist historian.　Leaving this theme, Schroeder struggled 
to investigate modern European international history through a systematic 
approach.　He thought that he would succeed the Rankean school of 
international history legitimately in the essentials and transcend nineteenth-
century style.　Schroeder’s book entitled Metternich’s Diplomacy at its Zenith, 
1820-1823 was published in 1962.　Though he still argued that the Vienna 
System revived the eighteenth-century pentarchy of ﬁve great powers, he 
devised as a departure advocating that, in Germany, Austria as a senior partner 
was safe from Prussian challenge to her hegemony and dominance since the 
dynastic ties with Tuscany in Italy were complete.　His thesis concerning the 
international system began to change after the Fischer Controversy.　In the 
ﬁrst half of the 1870s, Schroeder shifted from the conventional way of thinking 
to a novel one.　He argued that the balance of power of the eighteenth century 
exhibited the fearful cycle of competition among the great powers; the victims 
were the weaker and smaller states.　Although the pure balance of power was 
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operating in the early nineteenth century, something besides the balance of 
power was at work, according to Schroeder: the prevailing conservative spirit 
or concert system in the aftermath of the Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars.　
In his famous book, Austria, Great Britain, and the Crimean War: The 
Destruction of the European Concert （1972）, Schroeder explained his theory 
effectively.
In the 1980s and 1990s, Schroeder’s unique interpretation of international 
history was deepening and maturing.　The balance of power politics in the 
eighteenth-century was competitive and conﬂictual.　Regarding the period 
from the Congress of Vienna to at least 1848, Schroeder’s argument was that 
the new European order was based not on a balance among the ﬁve great 
powers, but on the “shared hegemony” of the two ﬂanking powers, Great 
Britain and Russia（ Ingrao）.　These two ﬂanking powers contributed stability 
and peaceful solutions in the face of controversial issues.　As Levy has 
suggested the situation illustrated the hegemonic theory, in that many 
subordinate and great powers beneﬁt from a system of order and align with the 
hegemon.　Under the hegemonic system, stability could be maintained more 
easily than in a scenario characterized by a pure balance of power.　
Transformation was brought about not only in terms of the power-political 
structure but also in terms of the collective mentality of most statesmen in 
Europe in the early nineteenth-century.　The Napoleonic Wars convinced 
them to give up the policy of competitive balance.　The impressive thing 
about their behavior was that they were prepared to waive their individual 
interests in the pursuit of an international system（F. H. Hinsley）.　Schroeder 
argues that an international system consisted of the understandings, 
assumptions, learned skills and responses, rules, and procedures that states had 
attained at the Congress of Vienna.　He calls this type of balance political 
equilibrium, as, contributed to the nineteenth-century’s peace and stability.　
Even Bismarck had to consider the restraint of equilibrium in the 1870s and 
1880s.
Schroeder not only brought this novel thesis of international history 
forward, but he criticized the “primacy of domestic policy,” which ﬂourished 
in the 1970s and 1980s.　Those associated with the primacy of domestic 
policy school argued that traditional political historians supported the Rankean 
primacy of foreign policy, which was not suitable as a method analyzing 
political history.　Schroeder challenged new history and social history, which 
2 国 際 学 論 集
emphasized that international history dealt with a kaleidoscope of events, and 
told us nothing new, that it recorded what one clerk said to another clerk.　By 
refuting these historians, Schroeder developed and expanded his original 
thesis.　He endeavored to pursue the original logic regarding international 
history, which he viewed as exceeding the Rankean interpretation.　One of 
Schroeder’s aims was to restore international history as an independent 
historical ﬁeld.　Schroeder’s provocative argument stirred many historians 
and political scientists.　Though they generally disagreed with Schroeder’s 
theory, they accepted his important and main points.　Thus, Michael Sheehan 
wrote The Balance of Power: History and Theory in 1996.　H. M. Scott also 
published The Birth of a Great Power System 1740-1815 in 2006.　The 
Primacy of Foreign Policy in British History, 1660-2000 was edited by William 
Mulligan and Brendan Simms and published in 2010.　One of the contributors 
masterfully introduced Schroeder’s argument: “I would align myself with Paul 
Schroeder’s position, I, posit that international politics are “inextricably 
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